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SOLICITOR 

APR 1 8 2008 

n y patent & TRADEMARK OFFICE 



TO: 



COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 
(USPTO) 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



REPORT ON THE 
FILING OF DETERMINATION OF AN ACTION OR APPEAL 
REGARDING A COPYRIGHT 



In compliance with the Act of July 19, 1952 (66 Stat. 814; 35 
that a court action has been filed on the following patent(s) in 


U.S.C. 290) you are hereby advised 
the U.S. District Court: 


DOCKET 

07-cv-05776 


DATE FILED 

tO/11/2007 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION 


PLAINTIFF 
Discover Products, Inc. 


DEFENDANT 

LPL Licensing, L.L.C., et al., 


PATENT NO. 


DATE OF PATENT 


PATENTEE 


5,987,434 


Nov. 16, 1999 


Plaintiff 


6,076,072 


Jun. ; 13,2.000 




6,999,938 Bl 


Feb. 14, 2006 























In the above-entitled case, the following patent(s) have been included; 



DATE INCLUDED 


INCLUDED BY 

[ ] Amendment [ ] Answer [ ] Cross Bill [ ] Other Pleading 


PATENT NO. 


DATE OF PATENT 


PATENT 





















In the abo,ye-entitled case, the following decision has been rendered or judgment issued: 



DECISION/JUDGMENT CERTIFIED COPY OF TRANSFER ORDER from the Judicial Panel dated 2/20/2008 transferring case to the , 
USDC District of Arizona, Phoenix; Case Number 08cv665-PHX-MHM, assigned to the Honorable Mary H. Murguia, along with 
-transmittal letter. 


CLERK ■ 

Michael W. Dobbins 




DATE 

April 15, 2008 



AiitiiT 
By BonllP P»fll»* on f»b 20, 



■oar*;-;. vi.-|i:Li>J;:'*'T:; 




UNIT 

on 

MULTIDISTKIC 



PANEL 



IN UE: PHOENIX LICENSING* 1 
PATENT LITIGATION 



X, 



transf; 




\ F 'LED 

*l 1 aw 

JUDICIAL PANEL ON wu W<r 
MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION 

Feb 20, 2003 



IFILED 
IK'S OFFICE 

MDLNo. I9!0 



Before (he entire Panel*: Citicorp Credit Services. Inc., Citibank, N.A.; Citibank USA. N.A.; 
Citibank (South Dakota), N.A.; Citi Mortgage. Inc.; Citigroup, Inc.; and Citi Assurance Services, Inc., 
have moved, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1407, to centralize this litigation in the District of Delaware or, 
in the alternative, the District of Arizona or the Northern District of Illinois. This litigation currently 
consists of six actions, three actions in the District of Arizona and one action each in the District of 
Delaware, the Northern District of Illinois, and the Eastern District of Texas, as listed on Schedule A. 

Responding parties take varying positions on both centralization and transferee district. 
Supporting centralization in the District of Delaware arc the following four defendants in the Eastern 
District of Texas action: Liberty Life Insurance Co., JPMorgan Chase Bank. N.A., and two 
Countrywide entities - Countrywide Home Loans, Inc.. and Countrywide Insurance Services, Inc. 
(collectively Countrywide). 2 Supporting centralization in the District of Arizona ore Discover Products. 
Inc., which is the plaintiff in the Northern District of Illinois action and a defendant in the Eastern 
Districl or Texas action, and the following eight defendants in the Eastern District ol Texas action: 
Discover Financial Services LLC, Discover Bank, GMAC Mortgage, LLC, CiMAC Insurance 
Marketing Inc., GMAC Hank, Direct Response Corp., Response Worldwide Insurance Co., and Warner 
InsuranccCo. 3 State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co. and State Farm Bank, F.S.B. (collectively 
State Farm), which are plaintiffs in two of the three District of Arizona actions and also defendants in 
the Eastern District of Texas action, support centralization in the District of Arizona, but only with 



Judge Heyburn look no part in the disposition of this matter. 

1 The Panel has been notified of one additional related action, which is pending in the Districl 
of Arizona Thai action and any other related actions will be treated as potential lag-along actions. 
See Kultfs 7.4 and 7.5, R.PJ.P.M.L., 199 F.K.D. 425. 435-36 (2001). 

- 1 ibei ty Life Insurance Co. supports selection of the District of Arizona, in the alternative. 
Countrywide** second and third choices are, respectively, the Northern Districl of Illinois and the 
District of Arizona. 

1 The three Discover entities stale that, in the alternative, they have no objection to 

centralization in either the Districl of Delaware or the Northern l)i^^^it^rMcerttry *si < 1: 

in at the .foregoing documoni is a full, true and correct 
copy -ot ine originati)n \m in my office anti in my cus- 
tocry. 

-CLERK, U.S. DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 
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respect lo the Eastern District ofTexas action and the two District of Arizona actions, which have now 
been consolidated, to which they are panics. State Farm takes no position as to the other actions. 
United Services Automobile Association, plaintiff in one of the District of Arizona actions and a 
defendant in the Eastern District of 1 exas action, and USA A Federal Savings Bank and USA A Savings 
Bank, which are defendants in the Intern District of Texas action, oppose centralization, but, in the 
alternative, support selection of the District or Arizona us transferee district. Finally. Phoenix 
Licensing L.L.C., and LPL Licensing, L.UC, which are plaintiffs in the Eastern District ofTexas 
action and defendants in the other five actions, oppose centralization, but support selection ot the 
Hastcrn District ofTexas as transferee district in the alternative. 

On the basis of the papers filed and the hearing session held, we find that these six actions 
involve common questions of fact, and that central imticm under Section 1407 in the District of Arizona 
will serve the convenience of the parties and witnesses and promote the just and efficient conduct of 
the litigation, All six actions involve common factual allegations concerning the validity of the same 
three patents (numbered 5,987,434; 6,076,072; and 6,9 which involve apparatuses and methods 

for the targeted marketing of financial products. Centralization under Section 1407 will eliminate 
duplicative discovery, prevent inconsistent pretrial rulings (particularly on claim construction issues), 
and conserve the resources of the parties, their counsel and the judiciary. 

We arc persuaded that the District of Arizona is an appropriate transferee district for pretrial 
proceedings in this litigation. Phoenix Licensing, LL.C, the patent holder, and LPL Licensing, L.L.C., 
its licensee, have their principal places of business in Arizona; the inventor ot the three patents is 
claimed to be an Arizona resident; and three of the six actions (including the first-filed action) arc 
pending in the District of Arizona. 

IT IS 11 ILRITOKI.; ORDIiRKD that, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1 407, the three actions listed on 
Schedule A and pending outside the District of Arizona are transferred to the District of Arizona and, 
with the consent of that court, assigned to Ihc Honorable Mary H. Murguia for coordinated or 
consolidated pretrial proceedings with the actions pending in that district and listed on Schedule A. 



PANEL ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION 




D, Lowell Jensen 
Acting Chairman 



John G. I ley bum 11. Chairman" J. Frederick Mot/. 
Robert L. Miller, Jr. Kathryn If. Vralil 

David R. 1 lansen Anthony J. Scirica 



IN RE: PHOENIX LICENSING, LX.C, 
PATENT LITIGATION 



MDL No. 1910 



SCHEDULE A 



District of Arizona 

State 1'arm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co. v. LPI/I jeerising, L.L.C, era I:, 

C.A. No. 2:07-1329 
Stale I'arm Hank, F.S.B. v. LPL Licensing, L.L.C., el al., 

C.A.No. 2:07-1895 
United Services Automobile Association v. LPL Licensing, L.L.C. t el al., 

C.A.No. 2:07-1968 

District or Delaware 

Citicorp Credit Services, Inc. v. LPL Licensing, L.L.C, et al., 
C.A.No. 1:07-649 

Northern District of Illinois 

Discover Products, inc. v. Phoenix Licensing, L.L.C., et al., 
C.A. No. 1 :07-5776 

Eastern District of Texas 



Phoenix Licensing, L.L.C.. et al- v. Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corp., et al., 
C.A. No, 2:07-387 



